The article aims at explaining visitors' overall judgment of a theatrical event. A questionnaire was constructed including the 4 dimensions of the theatrical experience identified by Eversmann (2004): perceptual, cognitive, emotional, and communicative. The authors investigated 125 visitors of a production in a German community theater and confirmed that both the emotional and cognitive dimensions were determinants of visitors' overall judgment of a theatrical event. Implications for further research on the theatrical experience are discussed.
Theorists agree with practitioners (i.e., actors, directors, and theater managers) that performances in theater are explicitly made to address the audience (e.g., Martin & Sauter, 1995; Sauter, 2000) . In theater, as with other forms of performing arts, the spectator is an essential part of the performance (e.g., Bentley, 1966; Eversmann, 2004) . Hence, the most obvious way to evaluate the success of a theatrical performance is to explore the reception of the visitors; however, it is surprising that studies on audience reception in theater are still rare (Schoenmakers & Tulloch, 2004; Scollen, 2008) . Two lines of research can be distinguished when reviewing empirical approaches to exploring audience reception in theater.
First, some studies explore the content of the theatrical experience. Some of those are dedicated to the perception of selected aspects of the theatrical performance. For example, Perky (1976) suggested a scale for the assessment of performers' quality, which has been further elaborated by Konijn (1991) . Other studies try to identify the full range of components that might determine visitors' overall judgment of a theatrical performance. Pavis (1988) developed criteria for a semiotic expert analysis of theatrical performances (e.g., lighting, stage set) in the context of education. Sauter, Kalvik, and Isaksson (1986) suggested an instrument to cover the elements that spectators perceive during a performance (e.g., topic of the play, ensemble, music, stage design). However, because the content of the theatrical experience may vary from play to play and from performance to performance, these approaches may not be adequate to formulate general statements about the determinants of visitors' overall judgment (Eversmann, 2004) .
Second, some studies focus on similarities of the structure of the theatrical event in the eyes of the spectator. For example, Sauter and colleagues identified four segments of the theatrical event, that is, playing culture, cultural context, cultural theatricality, and theatrical playing (Martin & Sauter, 1995; Sauter, 2000 Sauter, , 2002 . By contrast, studies by Konijn (1991 Konijn ( , 1999 focused on spectators' emotions during a performance. The most recent study in this research line has been conducted by Eversmann (2004) . On the basis of qualitative interviews with theatergoers, he identified four dimensions of visitors' experience of the theatrical event, namely, the perceptive, cognitive, emotional, and communicative dimensions. Each dimension is defined by visitors' reactions to the particular performance under study. Compared with content aspects (see above), these structural dimensions of the theatrical experience are more likely to be found across all kinds of different theater plays and performances. The resulting model thus can easily be generalized to visitors' experience in theater. Still, to date, structural approaches have never been applied to predict visitors' overall judgments of a theatrical experience.
Against this background, the present study made an empirical effort to identify the determinants of visitors' overall judgment of a theatrical event, thereby relying on the structural instead of the content approach. More precisely, Eversmann's (2004) approach was used to answer the following question: Which aspects of the theatrical experience contribute to visitors' overall judgments of a theatrical event? The contribution of this reasearch to the extant literature is thus threefold. First, it enlarges the small body of empirical research on visitors' perception in theater, trying to explain visitors' overall judgment by structural instead of content determinants. Second, by developing and testing measures for the structural dimensions suggested by Eversmann (2004) , our study can be interpreted as the first quantitative follow-up of Eversmann's qualitative study. The empirical investigation of 125 visitors of a German community theater provides first insights in the degree to which Eversmann's structural dimensions contribute to the overall judgment in theater. Third, our study may inspire further research on reception in the performing arts. By applying the instrument developed in our study to other plays and performances, it can be tested whether and to what degree Eversmann's concept can be generalized to the theatrical experience. Moreover, by further adapting our instrument, the validity of Eversmann's concept can be tested in other forms of performing arts, such as opera, musical, or concert. Taken together, findings expected from future research will reveal whether the parallels that Eversmann discovered in the structural dimensions of aesthetical experience in both visual art and theater performances can be generalized.
The article proceeds as follows. In the first step, Eversmann's (2004) approach is described. In the second step, measures for the dimensions of the theatrical event and their subdivisions as suggested by Eversmann are developed. Third, an empirical investigation is described to identify the determinants of visitors' overall judgment of a theatrical performance. Fourth, the results of the empirical study are discussed, limitations of the present study are described, and implications for further research on audience reception in theater are presented.
The Experience of the Theatrical Event:
Eversmann's (2004) Approach Eversmann's (2004) aim was to discover "what spectators of theater performances experience" (p. 139). Inspired by Csikszentmihalyi and Robinson's (1990) research on the aesthetic experience of art experts working in museums, he decided to focus on the structure instead of the content of the theatrical experience. On the basis of semistructured interviews, Eversmann identified four structural dimensions of the theatrical experience, namely, the perceptual, cognitive, emotional, and communicative dimensions (see Figure 1) . Each of these dimensions is further described by three or four subdivisions, which are partly illustrated by quotations from the interviews.
The perceptual dimension is defined as "the perception per se" (Eversmann, 2004, p. 151) , that is, the visitor's pure experience of impulses from the stage without any interpretation of the stimuli. The first subdivision of this dimension is the spectator's first and spontaneous reaction to all kinds of stimuli presented in a performance, such as visual, auditory, or haptic. Second, spectators perceive the degree of synergy or cohesion among these stimuli. Following Eversmann's (2004) findings, spectators appreciate a high level of cohesion. The third perceptual subdivision includes the kinetic responses to the stimuli that spectators may experience. For example, when intensively watching an actor's movements, a spectator may experience (latent) muscle impulses giving the impression of these same movements. Although the spectator only imagines copying these movements, he or she gains some idea "of what the actor is going through" (Eversmann, 2004, p. 152) .
The cognitive dimension covers the spectator's intellectual dealing with a performance, which is influenced by both general and theater-specific knowledge and personal expectations. First, the spectator tries to understand the meaning of the performance, searching for a coherent interpretation of the performance as a whole. The second subdivision is intellectual stimulation. The performance is experienced as a source of inspiration, either by providing new insights and thoughts or by raising questions that can linger in the spectator's memory for a long time. The third subdivision of the spectator's mental reaction is the recognition of himself/herself or familiar circumstances in the performance. In most cases, the recognition is with the main character of the play. However, the main source of recognition does not lie in personal characteristics such as age, gender, or race, but in the spectator's comparison of a character's situation with his or her own. The last cognitive subdivision is the spectator's recognition with a character. Instead of comparing his or her real situation with an actor's situation on stage (see above), the spectator imagines to be in the same situation like the character in the play. He or she compares the character's reactions to his or her own imagined reactions ("What would I do if I were in the same situation as the fictional character? " Eversmann, 2004, p. 154) .
The emotional dimension includes spectators' affective reactions to the performance. The first subdivision covers feelings connected with the fictional content of the performance. This subdivision includes both the same feelings the characters on stage are believed to have and the spectator's presumed feelings toward the characters when encountering them in real life. The second subdivision consists of emotions connected to going to the theater itself. These emotions are closely related to the experience of flow (Csikszentmihalyi, 1991) , that is, "the feeling of being carried away by the performance, of losing oneself in the world of the stage, of forgetting everyday reality" (Eversmann, 2004, p. 155) . The third subdivision includes the physical components of the spectator's emotions, such as laughing, crying, or being breathless.
The communicative dimension deals with the interaction between performance and spectators. First, communication happens between the individual spectator and the individual actor. Following Eversmann (2004) , "the live presence of the actor is the essential formative element of theater" (p. 157). Second, there is communication between the audience and other aspects of the play, such as the director or the playwright. Third, communication happens within the audience in a theater, which may result in a feeling of communality among the spectators.
As mentioned above, Eversmann's (2004) aim was to discover structural dimensions of the theatrical experience. When applying his approach to our research goal, namely, to predict visitors' overall judgment of a theatrical event, we made some considerations. First, Eversmann (2004) argued that theatrical events and individual reactions to them are too heterogeneous to be considered in a generalized way. He therefore considered "the" theatrical experience to be an inadequate research object. Instead, inspired by Csikszentmihalyi and Robinson (1990) , he focused on so-called theatrical peak experiences, that is, "performances that are highly evaluated by the individual" (Eversmann, p. 139) . He defined those peak experiences as experiences of flow (Csikszentmihalyi, 1991) . Spectators are fully concentrated, all their attention is focused on the stage, they are completely wrapped in and carried along by the performance, loosing sense of time, and forgetting everyday worries. In contrast, our empirical study addressed the theatrical experience in general.
Second, Eversmann (2004) involved theater professionals in his empirical study, assuming that these people are particularly susceptible to aesthetic experiences and quite conscious of their own reactions toward performances. Moreover, they were expected to have the ability to articulate their own experience and to be well trained in the explicit and implicit rules and conventions of watching theater. However, recognizing the potential disadvantages of this sample, Eversmann complemented the interviews with written accounts of freshman students in theater studies. Nevertheless, his sample still can be considered an expert sample. In contrast, our study explored the overall judgment of a general theater audience.
Method Developing Measures
Independent variables. Because this was the first quantitative study based on Eversmann's (2004) conception, a questionnaire had to be developed for the purpose of the study. Each of the four dimensions was defined as a single construct, split into the subdivisions according to Eversmann's description. The perceptual dimension was defined as including (a) the spectator's spontaneous physical reaction, (b) his or her perceived cohesion between the theatrical elements, and (c) the experienced kinetic response. The cognitive dimension consisted of (a) understanding the meaning of the performance, (b) intellectual stimulation, (c) recognition of oneself or familiar circumstances, and (d) recognition with a character. The emotional dimension included (a) feelings connected to the fictional content of the performance, (b) feelings connected to going to the theater itself, and (c) physical reactions accompanying emotions. The communicative dimension split in three subdivisions, namely, (a) communication between spectator and actor, (b) communication between spectator and other aspects of the play, and (c) feeling of collectivity.
Following Eversmann (2004) , we defined each subdivision by the visitors' reactions to the particular content elements of the performance under study. To operationalize these subdivisions, we thus had to link them with the content of the performance. We therefore directly referred to single aspects such as the characters' particular situation (see Item 32; Table 1), the plot (see, e.g., Items 6 and 15), or the acoustical and visual effects of the performance (see, e.g., Items 2 and 3). Moreover, to present the statements as concretely as possible, we directly related some of the items to the performance (i.e., The Dawns Here Are Quiet) used in the study (see, e.g., Items 1, 9, and 10). In sum, for each subdivision, we formulated three to six items (see Table 1 ).
Dependent variable.
The visitors' overall judgment of the theatrical event was measured by a multi-item scale. Because there is no validated instrument in the literature, we developed an eight-item scale guided by measurements developed and validated by Renz (2006) and Jobst (2007) in the context of opera. The items of this scale are described in Table 1 .
Similar to research on reception in music theater (e.g., Boerner & Jobst, 2008) , we used 5-point Likert scales, with 1 indicating the lowest (strongly disagree) and 5 indicating the greatest agreement (strongly agree). In addition, a neutral option was offered (I don't know). To avoid errors of judgment such as the "halo effect" (Thorndike, 1920) , we did not present the items according to their relative constructs but in a random order (Johnson & Vidulich, 1956 ). This design allows for a more severe test of the scale reliability, which is particularly relevant for newly developed measures.
Controls. Because visitors' expectations may influence their evaluation of a theatrical event (Boorsma & van Maanen, 2003; DiMaggio, Useem, & Brown, 1978; Sauter, 2002; Thompson, 2006) , we included variables that may affect expectations as controls. Accordingly, we surveyed participants' age, gender, and educational attainment. In addition, we included their prior experience in theater, asking for their level of expertise in theater and their knowledge of the performed play.
Before being applied in the final sample, the questionnaire was evaluated by two visitors of a previous performance of the The Dawns Here Are Quiet. These visitors were asked to evaluate the comprehensibility, clearness, order, and length of the questions as well as the duration of and their individual impact of participating in the study. According to the results of this pretest, some items were reformulated to enhance clearness and to avoid ambiguity, and other items were cancelled because of redundancy.
Empirical Study
Sample. The study was conducted in 2008 during two live performances of a play by Boris Wassiljew from 1969 (The Dawns Here Are Quiet) in a medium-size German community theater.
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When visitors entered the theater, they were handed a flier announcing the study and promising a free drink in case of their participation. After the performance, all visitors were personally asked for their participation and handed the questionnaire. In total, 126 questionnaires were completed after both performances, resulting in a response rate of 38.3% (Performance 1: n ϭ 79; Performance 2: n ϭ 47). In comparison to similar surveys (Reuband, 2005 ) and considering the time restrictions when collecting data in theaters (Roose, Waege, & Agneessens, 2003) , this can be seen as an acceptable value. One questionnaire was excluded because of limited data quality (missing values Ͼ 30% in scale items), resulting in a final sample of 125 visitors. Participants were predominantly women (56%), 50 years of age on average, and highly educated (54% of the participants held a university diploma; 19% had A levels). Hence, our sample was representative of a typical theater audience (Sargeant, 1997) . Although most of the participants were frequent theatergoers (62%) or "laymen with Perceptual dimension Spontaneous physical reaction 1. I was very much frightened by the glaring flashes and the noise of bombs. 2. Some of the effects were really inappropriate. 3. I felt directly affected by some of the effects that were used in the production. Perceived cohesion between the theatrical elements 4. The background music harmonized very well with the actors' play. 5. The effects used in this production were very successful and well balanced. 6. The plot was well supported by the stage design and the stage props. 7. The bomb attack was well put on stage by glaring flashes and the noise of explosion. Experienced kinetic response 8. When everybody on stage was silent in order not to be discovered by the enemy, my body was also paralyzed. 9. When the interpreter was being stabbed to death, I felt uncomfortable myself. 10. When the ill "doctor's daughter" tried to avoid Waskow's medicine, I myself felt struggling.
Cognitive dimension
Understanding the meaning of the performance 11. Some scenes didn't make any sense to me. a 12. In my eyes, the production was very coherent. 13. For me, the production was clearly comprehensible. 14. I was able to understand every scene and its meaning in the context of the play. 15. I was very well able to follow the plot of the play. 16. In my eyes, the production was completely dissonant. some experience" (28%), the majority (82%) did not know the play before. Preliminary analyses. Prior to the main data analyses, items with more than 30% missing values were excluded from the sample. The remaining missing values were imputed using the expectationmaximization algorithm. Although being one of the recommended methods for preventing biases caused by not completely random missing data (Allison, 2001; Schafer & Graham, 2002) , the algorithm estimates missing data by using an iterative maximum-likelihood procedure (Zwingmann, Wirtz, Mueller, Koerber, & Murken, 2006) . The imputation was conducted with the software NORM (Graham, Cumsille, & Elek-Fisk, 2003) .
For most of the subdivisions, Cronbach's alphas were above .70, showing sufficient reliability (see Table 2 ). However, the subdivisions "recognition of oneself or of familiar circumstances" (cognitive dimension) and "the spectator's experienced kinetic response" (perceptual dimension) shortly failed the .70 value. In addition, the subdivisions "the spectator's spontaneous physical reaction" (perceptual dimension) and "feeling of collectivity" (communicative dimension) could not be measured with sufficient reliability.
To assess the measurement validity of the constructs of visitors' perception, we ran confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) with AMOS 17.0 (Arbuckle & Wothke, 2003) . Given that the ratio of the number of cases to the number of free parameters is recommended to be 20:1 or, at least, 10:1 to run precise CFA (Kline, 2005) , our sample did not allow for a comprehensive test of all four dimensions. Instead, separate analyses were run for each dimension, that is, perceptual, cognitive, emotional, and communicative. Whereas the models measuring the cognitive and the emotional dimension as well as the overall judgment reached good global fit, the perceptual and the communicative dimension models showed only poor agreement with the empirical data (see Table 3 ). The chi-square value revealed significant differences between the empirical and the model-implied covariances. In addition, the comparative fit index as well as the normed fit index and TuckerLewis index fell below the threshold. Note. Reliabilities (Cronbach's alpha) shown on the diagonal within parentheses. 1 ϭ spontaneous physical reaction; 2 ϭ perceived cohesion between the theatrical elements; 3 ϭ experienced kinetic response; 4 ϭ understanding the meaning of the performance; 5 ϭ intellectual stimulation; 6 ϭ recognition of oneself or of familiar circumstances; 7 ϭ recognition with a character; 8 ϭ feelings connected with fictional content; 9 ϭ emotions connected to going to the theater itself; 10 ϭ physical reactions; 11 ϭ communication between spectator and actor; 12 ϭ communication between audience and other aspects of the play; 13 ϭ feelings of collectivity; 14 ϭ overall judgment. Note. NFI ϭ normed fit index; TLI ϭ Tucker-Lewis index; CFI ϭ comparative fit index; RMSEA ϭ root-mean-square error of approximation.
Subsequently, the discriminant validity of the four dimensions was tested using CFAs. For the perceptual, emotional, and communicative dimensions, we compared a one-factor model (including all respective items) with a three-factor model (splitting into the three subdivisions). For the cognitive dimension, we compared a one-factor model with a four-factor model. As Table 4 reveals, the multifactor models showed better fit to the data than the respective one-factor models, confirming the discriminant validity of the four dimensions.
Cronbach's alphas for the four dimensions were all about .70, showing sufficient reliability. On the basis of these results, we built summated scales by adding the questionnaire items measuring the same dimension (cf. Vogt, 1993) . Subsequently, these summated scales were divided by the number of items and used for the analyses in the remainder of the study. Intercorrelations and reliabilities of the four structural dimensions are shown in Table 5 .
Results
To explore whether and how the four dimensions suggested by Eversmann (2004) contribute to the spectators' overall judgment of a theatrical event, we calculated a multiple regression analysis. The overall judgment of the event was regressed on the control variables (Model 1) and the four dimensions (Model 2). Tests for multicollinearity did not indicate problems.
Given that Model 1 was not significant (see Table 6 ), none of the control variables appeared to be relevant for spectators' overall judgment of a theatrical event. Moreover, according to Model 2, neither the communicative nor the perceptual dimension contributed to predict spectators' overall judgment. Instead, both the cognitive and emotional dimensions were significant predictors of spectators' overall judgment in theater. Interpreting the regression coefficients, the emotional dimension (␤ ϭ .478, see Table 6) seemed to be slightly more important than the cognitive dimension (␤ ϭ .407). Together, these dimensions explained almost 70% of the variance in spectators' overall judgment of the theatrical event (adjusted R 2 ϭ .68).
Discussion
The aim of the present study was to identify determinants of visitors' overall judgment of a theatrical event. On the basis of Eversmann's (2004) model of the structural dimensions of a theatrical event, we developed a questionnaire for the purpose of the investigation. A study of 125 visitors of a production in a German community theater revealed that only the cognitive and emotional dimensions predicted the overall judgment, the emotional dimension being more important than the cognitive. However, this result might, in part, be caused by administering the questionnaires directly after the end of the performance. Eversmann stated that the emotional dimension is predominantly active during the performance, whereas the cognitive dimension (intellectually analyzing what has been seen) follows only some time after the applause has died. Hence, the outcome might have been different if the questionnaires had been administered later.
As this was the first attempt to predict visitors' overall judgment of a theatrical event on the basis of Eversmann's (2004) dimensions, some limitations of our study should be mentioned. First, because our measures had been developed for the purpose of the study, they should be elaborated in further studies. Although by far most scale reliabilities in our study turned out to be quite satisfying, further improvement is needed. In particular, the subdivisions "feeling of collectivity" (communicative dimension) and "the spectator's spontaneous physical reaction" (perceptual dimension) should be improved. Moreover, although the discriminant validity for the four dimensions was confirmed, the measurement validity for both the perceptual and communicative dimensions needs to be Note. NFI ϭ normed fit index; TLI ϭ Tucker-Lewis index; CFI ϭ comparative fit index; RMSEA ϭ root-mean-square error of approximation. improved. Second, our sample included the audience of only two performances of one theater production. Therefore, our results concerning the impact of the four structural dimensions of the theatrical experience on visitors' overall judgment cannot be generalized to "the" theatrical event. Rather, the results of our study are still preliminary. Third, the instrument developed in our study (see Table 1 ) cannot be generalized because it included questions that are suitable only for the particular play under study. However, we believe that the instrument can be adapted easily to other plays and other performances by following our example of formulating items. Nevertheless, provided that the above limitations can be overcome and our results can be replicated in further research, our study reveals some interesting results. Although not intended to be a quantitative replication of Eversmann's (2004) study, our study seems to confirm some of the results that Eversmann found from his qualitative studies. First, his finding that the theatrical event consists of four distinct dimensions that are interrelated can be confirmed by our data. Although the intercorrelations of the scales are relatively high (see Table 5 ), the four dimensions can be clearly distinguished. Second, the subdivisions of both the emotional and cognitive dimensions as identified by Eversmann can be confirmed in our study. Third, although Eversmann did not investigate the relative importance of the four structural dimensions for the theatrical experience, he stated that the emotional dimension is "perhaps even more important than the cognitive operations" (p. 155). This assumption was confirmed by the regression analysis in our study.
Moreover, it may well be that Eversmann's (2004) findings on the four-dimensional structure of the theatrical event are more generalizable than he thought. His study was explicitly limited to theatrical peak experiences and involved predominantly experts in theater. In contrast, the results of our study suggest that the four-dimensional structure of the theatrical experience may be equally valid for the "average" experience of the "average" theater visitor. Although some visitors may have had peak experiences during the performance of The Dawns Here Are Quiet, this was not true for the majority of our participants. To the contrary, according to descriptive statistics, the participants of our study were mixed with regard to their overall judgment of the theatrical event (M ϭ 3.9, SD ϭ 0.96; see Table 5 ). In addition, none of the controls we included in the study (i.e., participants' age, gender, education, and prior experience in theater) turned out to be significant, indicating that our results are equally valid for all of the included participants. 
